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Abstract: Developmental approaches over time largely overlooked the local sustainability preconditions as they
were inflicted with doctrines, theories, and strategies argued through macro-level, macro-scale policies. This
research retrospectively viewed those approaches as they evolved since post-WWII and their effect on
sustainability at a community level. The primary focus was eventually on microfinance strategy by NGOs, which
led to the establishment of millions of microenterprises to develop the underdeveloped communities of
developing countries. In recent decades, community-based enterprise (CBE) development has been a widely
practiced mode of developmental intervention. The primary goal of the CBEs is to generate profit for livelihoods.
The research indicates these CBEs have further potential to be ecologically sustainable and socially responsible.
A shift in the present model is possible to make the CBEs pursuant to ecological principles. Drawing on
Foucault’s notion of ‘dispositif,” the research considers the incorporation of environmental, alongside economic
and social goals, as a new strategic disposition. Therefore, the study presents a social-ecological model of CBE

and asserts that it embeds the necessary components to bring about sustainability at a community level.

Keywords: Developmentalism; Community-Based Enterprise; Sustainability; Dispositif;
Microfinance

1. Introduction

The notion that “a rising tide floats all boats” is fading away [1,2]. The idea that mere economic
progress is the key to development [3,4] is no longer tenable. The top-down developmental
approaches argued by trickle-down economic theories had a central argument that ‘economic
development’ ensures national prosperity [5]. The development programs by global agencies,
therefore, adopted the trickle-down mechanisms to develop the ‘underdeveloped” across the world —
especially in Asia, Africa, and Latin America after WWIL. Escobar [6] states that since 1950s (post-
WW-II), the developmental process has been more of an un-underdeveloping task in third-world
countries by subjecting their societies to increasingly systematic, detailed, and comprehensive
interventions.

In recent decades, a myriad of schools of thought started to view development based on the
relative necessity and importance of the process for particular social and ecological contexts [7,8].
One such ‘un-underdeveloping’ task manifested prominently as ‘microentrepreneurship’ by poor
people in rural communities with the help of NGOs. Since 2000, such an NGO-led developmental
approach emerged as a popular grassroots intervention mechanism; eventually, helped create
millions of community-based enterprises (CBEs), especially in the developing world [9]. Typically,
global developmental bodies, such as the UN agencies, World Bank, and other regional
developmental banks, primarily follow a macro-scale top-down approach towards development.
Such approaches are usually maintained at national and international scales and reflect the structural
and macroeconomic agenda. It is largely unknown whether those approaches adequately address the
sustainability and wellbeing issues at the community level. The question arises: can the CBEs
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support community-level sustainability (as they operate in the community and by the community
entrepreneurs)?

The question of community-level sustainability is gaining much traction in recent decades. The
global development agenda, such as Rio Declaration 1992 and UN-MDG 2000, emphasized
sustainability; the contemporary Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) meant to be pursued until
2030, aiming to bring about sustainability at all levels - local to global. Scoon [10] suggests that there
are clear opportunities for the insertion of sustainability agendas in new ways into policy discourse
and practice at all levels (from local to global) since addressing climate is central to those policies and
planning. Nevertheless, the literature on the potential of CBEs to contribute to community-level
sustainability is scant.

The CBE modality considers economic benefit as a prime goal [11]. The benefits transcend to the
societal level too, as the CBEs help empower women, contribute to social equality, and foster social
capital [12, 13]. However, the modality pays little or no attention to the ecological benefit [14].
Evidence suggests that the CBEs have the potential to support sustainability from the bottom as
grassroots organizations [7,15]. As developmentalism is a dynamic process, it can be presumed that
redesigning the CBE modality with the inclusion of ecological objectives (alongside its economic and
social contributions) might bring about sustainability at the local level. Therefore, this paper aims to
argue whether a shifted microentrepreneurship modality with the inclusion of ecological objectives
would result in a new framework for local sustainability.

2. Developmentalism: Shifting Focuses

Developmentalism is marked with shifting focuses over time [16, 17]. The history of
development practice shows how the debates among eighteenth and nineteenth-century
philosophers became a practical pursuit during the twentieth century [18]. The Marshall Plan, the
Monroe Doctrine, and the Stalin-styled export of Soviet industrialism and communism all
represented significant policies that were put into effect through interventions with ‘nations
perceived as being underdeveloped’ [19]. These policies and their funding spawned a plethora of
development programs ranging from small-scale community development work to large-scale
economic and political interventions [18]. While the issues of economic, social, and political well-
being were in focus, ecological issues were mainly missing in those policies or intervention strategies
until recently [7].

The modern development debates, as opposed to the more general debate about the causes of
poverty and economic growth, date back to the early post-WWII period. They are closely associated
with the approaches of decolonization, nation-building, national planning, and development aid over
the new international economic order [20-22]. These developmental approaches entailed many
evolving theories, hypotheses, models, techniques, and empirical applications. In taking stock of
those developmental approaches, Thorebcke [7] and Shahidullah [16] indicated their focuses in
specific decades; following their summary, the table here (Table 1) provides decade-wise excerpts
(Table 1):
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Table 1. Developmental approaches and focus since 1950s.
Period . . F : ‘sustainability’
erl? Dominant approaches Interventions ocus: sus aln-a Y
(doctrine) /‘community’
Bretton Woods systems, Post war-post colonial . oL
The id f ‘sustainability’
1950s Marshal plan (IBRD, IMF, reconstruction, aenl d ?:z;mﬁital?jv;; y
(Industrialization) GATT, FAO, UNESCO, industrialization, and missin Y
WHO) growth 8
1960s Models prescribed by: Industrialization, Top-down approaches -
(Structural Rostow, Harrod-Domar, modernization, focusing centers and
transformation) Solow-Swan planning, and growth economic growth
Poverty alleviation
Reformist (asset integrated rural
1970s redistribution) and development,
radical-collectivist comprehensive Focus started to shift
(Dependency . .
theory) thoughts suggested by employment strategies, to social welfare.
Y scholars: Prebisch, redistribution with
Hirschmann, and others growth, and ensuring
basic needs.
Developing domestic
1980s - 90s . . oo Increased focus on GDP
. Macroeconomic stability;  markets, institution .
(The Washington o . growth; local actions for
local development building, adoption of
Consensus; Agenda o development came to the
initiatives new technology, and
21) . . forefront
innovation

Sustainability became the
2000s- present . Goal-based overarching development
sustainable . ;
(MDG-MEA-SDG) development objective; community-led
developmental goals
development encouraged

Developmental and

During the 1950s, economic growth became the primary policy objective in the newly
independent (decolonized) less developed countries adopting an ‘industrialization-first strategy.’
The strategy was advocated by a belief that economic growth and modernization would eliminate
income and social inequalities. Theories that contributed to subsuming such belief by the
development economists were: ‘big push’ [23], ‘balanced growth’ [24], ‘take-off into sustained
growth’ [25], and “critical minimum effort thesis’ [26].

Building on such theoretical and conceptual developments of the 1950s, the dual economy model
came into being and became more sophisticated in the 1960s. It recognized the interdependence
between the functions of the modern industrial and backward agricultural sectors [27]. However, one
of the major underlying flaws of this approach was that ‘growth” and ‘development’ were thought
synonymous [28]. The dual economy model, therefore, fuelled intense debate as anti-poverty
programmes and redistribution of wealth did not go hand in hand.

The decade of 1970s witnessed a shift in the preference (welfare) function —away from aggregate
growth per se toward poverty reduction and increasing investment transfers in projects benefiting
the poor [29]. The rising number of people in a state of poverty led to the incorporation of ‘poverty
alleviation’ as one of the key development objectives other than GNP growth. Theoretical approaches
such as the package approach in traditional rural areas, the role of the informal sector, rural-urban
migration, underdevelopment theory, and dependency theory underpin those policies and strategies.
The key intervention mechanisms were integrated rural development, comprehensive employment
strategies, redistribution with growth, basic needs, reformist (asset redistribution), and radical-
collectivist strategies.
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The development strategies in the 1980s dealt with many macroeconomic adjustments, what was
termed structural adjustment policies. The neoliberal theory of economic development came to
dominance, whereby privatization and free trade were intensely promoted in the economic sphere.
In the 1990s, however, good governance, the role of institutions in development-path dependency,
and the endogeneity of policies and social capital were the theoretical lenses that helped resurface
poverty alleviation and improved socioeconomic welfare as core agendas for underdeveloped
countries.

After 2000, key objectives of the development doctrines comprised human development, and
poverty reduction—addressing inequality and vulnerability. Global developmental agenda, e.g.,
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), subsumed
many goals. Two dominant policies, globalization as a development strategy and the search for pro-
poor growth, have been adopted by most countries [30-31]. The political economy of development
and the role of institutions reclaimed significant dominance in the theoretical sphere of development,
where one of its major tenets is that “‘more equal initial income and wealth distribution is consistent
with and conducive to growth’ [16].

3. Community-Level Sustainability

Sustainability implies a system's ability to survive or persist; biologically, this means avoiding
extinction and living to survive and reproduce; economically, it means avoiding major disruptions
and collapses, hedging against instabilities and discontinuities [32-35]. Berkes et al. state that
sustainability is maintaining the capacity of ecological systems to support social and economic
systems [36]. Therefore, it is considered a process, rather than an end product, a dynamic process that
requires adaptive capacity for societies to deal with change [35,36]. Several important events and
political actions and the subsequent outcome documents helped evolve the eventual notion of
sustainability; these are: i) Stockholm Conference on the Human and Environment and the
establishment of UNEP in 1972 [37] ii) ‘Limits to Growth Report’ [38] iii) the “US Global 2000 report
to the president’ [39] iv) “The resourceful earth’ [40] v) “The World Conservation Strategy’ [41] and
most notably vi) UN Brundtland Commission Report, ‘Our Common Future’ [42].

The aforementioned strategy and policy documents looked at the idea of sustainability as a
macro-level approach where state, regional, or international bodies are the key actors in putting the
sustainability process into practice. Thus, the classic notion of sustainability holds that societal,
environmental, and economic objectives are mutually reinforcing, and the process is argued mainly
at national and international scales. For example, the practice was more visible in the realms of multi-
lateral negotiations (climate, trade, biodiversity, and other similar discourses) and policies of global
organizations (UN, World Bank, and other development agencies). Escobar [43] viewed that though
sustainability appeared as a broader process of the problematization of global survival, the slogan
‘think globally, act locally” assumes, not only that problems can be defined at a global level but also
that they are equally compelling for all communities. Similarly, other scholars started to question
popular discourses on globalization and sustainable development, stating that ‘since global
discourses are often based on shared myths or blueprints of the world, the political prescriptions
flowing from them are often inappropriate for local realities” [44, p. 683].

Indeed, the political and cultural difficulties in achieving sustainability at a global level justify
the considerations of sustainability at the community level [45]. By shifting the focus on sustainability
to the local level, changes are seen and felt more immediately. ‘Sustainable society' or ‘a sustainable
world' are meaningless to most people since they encapsulate abstraction levels irrelevant to their
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daily lives. Contrarily, ‘locality’ bears a significant meaning and sense to people as it is the very level
of social organization where the consequences of environmental degradation or results of
interventions are most keenly felt and noticeable by the stakeholders [7]. And, of equal importance,
there tends to be greater confidence in government action at the local level. Yanarella and Levine [46]
envisioned that sustainable community development would ultimately be the most effective means
of demonstrating the possibility that it can be achieved also on a broader scale.

Youngberg and Harwood [47] suggest that sustainability at the community level may demand
a specific approach as the complex nature of interrelationships between nature and societies in
diverse geographic locations and topographic realities would not allow for applying a ‘one size fits
all’ solution. Meanwhile, the idea of community-based sustainable development as a bottom-up
approach came to the forefront [48]; scholars, e.g., Luloff and Swanson [49], Bridger (50), and
Wilkinson [51] underscore that sustainable development rooted in place-based communities has the
advantage of flexibility as the communities differ in terms of environmental problems, natural and
human resource endowments, levels of economic and social development, and physical (i.e.
geological and topographical), and climatic conditions.

Bridger and Luloff [45] see community-level sustainability as an approach that meets the
economic needs of the local people, enhances and protects the local environment, and promotes more
humane local societies. The UN Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) of 2005 findings strengthen
the fact that people are integral parts of ecosystems, and a dynamic interaction exists between
humans and the environment [52]. The assessment finds that 15 of the 24 ecosystem services (ES) that
directly contribute to human well-being are being systematically degraded, and development
initiatives and their progress would not be sustained if the ES continue to degrade [52-53]. Future
scenarios on local human-environment symbiotic relations indicate a severe and irreversible decline
of these ES [52, 54]. Therefore, it is crucial to see sustainability as a community-level approach
designed with policies and practices sensitive to the opportunities and constraints inherent to the
local people and the environment [55].

4. Community-Based Enterprises: New Developmental ‘Dispositif’

The post-2000 developmental agenda [e.g.,, MDG, MA, SDG] brought three elements to the
forefront of developmental discourse: i) management of ES for human well-being, ii.) action at the
local level, with local organizations as the key actors, and iii) enterprise development at the
community level as a widely practiced developmental intervention tool [52, 56, 57]. Unlike traditional
developmentalism, enterprise development emerged as a popular intervention tool and helped create
millions of micro-enterprises, especially in the developing world [58]. The rural community-based
micro-enterprise development initiative has mainly economic development and, to some extent, a
social development agenda [11, 59]. These microenterprises, as an offshoot of the microcredit
movement, are perceived to be workable in easing some woes of economic and social inequalities at
the bottom by creating entrepreneurial subjects, generating alternative income sources, forming
social capital, and empowering women [7,14]. As bringing about sustainability at the community
level is a more significant task, is it tenable to put these three elements together in the
developmentalism discourse —especially in community-level developmentalism?

The efficacy of ‘community-based enterprise’ (CBE) as an instrument for developmentalism,
especially poverty reduction, is supported by a vast body of literature, e.g., Pitt & Khandaker [12];
Mayoux [60]; Afrin et al. [61]. Many authors, including Dowla [62] and Rankin [63], note that CBEs
contribute to social capital formation at the community level. More importantly, the CBE modality is
seen as a ‘bottom-up’ [64] and gendered [60] approach to development. However, there are scholars,
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e.g., Chen and Dunn [65], Tripathi [66], and Foose [67], who contest the positive impact of
microenterprise-oriented developmentalism and point out numerous aggravating challenges that the
initiative faces. Despite such debates, the CBE modality became even more popular with the advent
of NGOs being a key development partner at a community level and started to play a greater role
than before since 2000 [15]. As NGOs emerged as a crucial developmental actor with the downsizing
of state-based social welfare and development functions, the proliferation of CBE occurred across the
communities of developing countries, e.g., Bangladesh. Shahidullah [14] states that the shift, i.e.,
NGO being a key community-level developmental actor, signaled a dispersion of developmentalism
itself. The following figure (Figure. 1.1) exhibits the actors and elements of the classic CBE model that
emerged out of microcredit-based developmentalism with NGO as a key facilitator.

Microtinance
(Organization, access
to fund)
Community-Based
Entreprgleurs <:> NGO-MFI
* Seltf- Productio Small &
§> Employment n Trade Fund
Iéldividual gﬁfﬂ“‘)l"gy
Tou
CBDsp Skill of business techniques, financial Mtﬂfﬁ:?t'
management, managerial skills, « ﬁ %ngince
marketing skills theror

¥

Community — Based Enterprises

Figure 1. Actors and elements of the classic CBE model.

In this model, NGOs seem to have shouldered the task of ‘un-underdeveloping’ at the
community level. Consequently, NGOs' wide adoption of microfinance mechanisms became a
dominant developmental phenomenon. Many NGOs literally turned to be Microfinance Institutions
(MFI), while many others incorporated microfinancing as a key component of their operation. Apart
from offering access to funds to the community people, the qualitative changes that the shift brought
are the dispersion of skills and knowledge on new and diversified ventures [14-16]. The capacity of
the community entrepreneurs is further enhanced with training on production technologies, market
intelligence, networks, and linkages - most of which come as a bundle with microfinance [16].
Nonetheless, the sustainability and implications of this dispersion of developmentalism are largely
unknown. There is hardly any study that can concretely establish the comprehensive efficacy of
microfinance or, on the contrary, can deny its developmental benefit downright. Sen [68] mentioned
that many of the developmental achievements of post-1970 Bangladesh are the outcomes of NGO
operation along with public policy —recognizing particularly the contributions of two major
microfinancing organizations, BRAC and Grameen Bank, that are championing the establishment of
CBEs across the globe.

5. A Social-Ecological Model of Community-Based Entrepreneurship

The CBE modality contributes at the local level with proven economic (e.g., poverty reduction)
and social (e.g., women empowerment, building social capital) outcomes — but it misses a key
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element, i.e., environment, to be supportive of ‘sustainability’ [15]. The present mode of operations
of most micro-enterprises has negative environmental impacts [69] due to several reasons: their sheer
numbers, ubiquitous presence, extended hours of operation, lack of supervision by regulatory and
environmental agencies, low technological level, and lack of supporting infrastructure and services
[70]. However, evidence suggests that the CBEs can go green with the help of NGOs [15].
Microenterprises that maintain sustainable production techniques, such as organic inputs,
reforestation, recycling, controlled water usage, natural pesticides, solar water pumps, and other
conservation measures can support sustainability [71]. Thus, an environmental orientation of CBE
modality can have dual benefits in offsetting the negative impacts and enhancing the positive
contributions to ecosystem services (ES) [15].

Against such backgrounds, a shifted CBE modality with the inclusion of ecological objectives
(along with the economic and social) promises to ensure sustainability at the community level. The
shift is tenable as developmentalism is a dynamic process [16]. There might be concern about what
conceptual or theoretical structure would allow accommodating such a shift. Brigg [72] draws on
Foucault's notion of ‘dispositif’ to capture the microcredit-led developmental approach in part and
then to question the traditional developmentalism in place [73]. ‘Dispositif,” a French-loaned term
that means apparatus or device or deployment — scholars used it to mean ‘social apparatus’ and
‘regime of practice’ - both of which indicate an ordering of social practices that are infused with a
particular ‘strategic disposition’ [74-75]. The “dispositif’ lens considers the relationships between the
various elements in that ‘strategic disposition’ in terms of relations of knowledge (discourse), power,
and subjectivity [75].

Silva Castaneda [76] suggests that the idea of dispositif is nested as a strategic state between the
disruptive and stabilizing lines; rather than focusing on the current state of play, it allows reshuffled
initiatives and accompanying relations of knowledge, power, and subjectivity in their appropriate
dispersion - meaning that a strategy needs not to be reduced to a particular set of relations. With this
lens, a community-level sustainability dispositif based on the microfinance strategy requires a move
beyond the problems surrounding critical approaches based on economic relations. As dispositif
allows for a less programmatic approach by conceptualizing development as a shifting coagulation
of elements that exhibit certain continuities and discontinuities with previous formation [72] -- a
reconfiguration of developmentalism through the rise of NGOs is tenable. Therefore, a shift in the
existing CBE paradigm is permeable with the inclusion of ecological objectives. This shift allows
NGOs to be in the dispositif locus, redeploying entrepreneurial subjectivity and institutions within
the conventional microfinance scheme - thereby redirecting developmentalism toward achieving
local sustainability.

NGOs can achieve this sustainability goal through environmental lending or, more particularly,
ES-supportive lending to the community, group, or individual entrepreneurs. The primary
operational tasks involve defining and determining green ventures, supply and adoption of green
technologies, knowledge, affordability, and viability. The emphasis of the greening efforts should be
to convince local entrepreneurs of the constraints of the natural environment, the high market
demand for green and organic products, and the availability of technical and financial assistance from
intermediary organizations. Further, to avoid the initial market distortions and inefficiency and to
increase environmental awareness, NGO or intermediary assistance should consist of an aid bundle
with loans and grants to increase environmental awareness and develop and diffuse environmentally
friendly technologies.

Innovative entrepreneurial strategies built on local strengths can help reorder people’s
relationships with local ecosystems, restore community wellbeing, and enhance local sustainability
[77]. The enterprises must be strengthened with management capacity to adopt and manage the new
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approach. Although this will require multiple stakeholders to work jointly toward the goal, the initial
and most instrumental role must be played by the NGO-MFI as the key development partner. This
conceptual schema of this modality is shown in Figure 2.

/_[ Knowledge; power; subjectivity J

Sodal outcomes
>

Environment-
CBE friendly
- operations; Economic
(Individual ' greenand 1 outcomes
organic
products

/Group)

Ecological outcomes

Assistance by NGO-MFI:
Technology; skills; market assistance

Figure 2. Social-ecological model of Community-Based Entrepreneurship
(CBE)

6. Conclusions

The state of play in development efforts, can be termed ‘development dispositif,” was mostly
indoctrinated by many theories, hypotheses, strategies, and models. Nevertheless, developmentalism
has always been dynamic and, to some extent, experimental by nature. Over time, development
policies, especially in the post-colonial decades, have been marked by frequent changes and shifts.
Development strategies expanded focus: for example, from industrialization first to balanced growth,
economic development to economic and social development, GNP growth strategy to poverty
alleviation, and lately from development to sustainable development.

Contemporary developmentalism is faced with the challenges of managing ecosystem services,
alleviating poverty, and linking problems and actions locally. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
(MA) has explicitly brought forth the gravity and significance of managing ecosystems for achieving
qualitative development or human well-being. Although arguments became more potent that the
development effort needs to transcend the benefits at the community level, hardly any other
intervention strategy gained as widespread popularity as the microfinance mechanisms. The CBE
modality out of NGO-MFI facilitation is viewed as an approach that is entrepreneurial, bottom-up,
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gendered, and social capital builder. With its economic and social contributions, the strategic shift
through the inclusion of ecological objectives ensures its contribution to local sustainability.

Classic developmentalism has been largely economistic rather than integrated. Its top-down and
macro-scale natures are characteristically inept at effectively addressing the causes of
underdevelopment at the community level. Microcredit guru Prof. Yunus [79] mentions that these
development theories are half-done as still half the people globally survive with less than $2 a day.

Since dispositif enables a less programmatic approach by conceptualizing development as a
coagulation of elements that exhibit certain continuities and discontinuities with previous formation,
the inclusion of the EGS management principle within the microfinance strategy is permeable within
the framework. With the microentrepreneurship approach being an instrument for development with
household, group, or community organizations as subjects for developmentalism, unlike the
traditional top-down approaches, sustainability at the community level would be ensured through
the new social-ecological model of community-based entrepreneurship.
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